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The4poth4sis that pragmatic inferences presented in
text are taken for granted, superficially processed, and not stablq
or enduringly represented in memory was investigated. Stories were
read which in some conditions contained information vitiating the
implicational force of ex6icit inferences. The vitiating information
was ptesentedoeither'before or 'after the inferences, In Experiment
One, errors in memory for the inferences were prevalent in the
"after" but not the "before" condition: two kinds. of errors were '

mide; saying the inference had not been jresentea in the story; or,
if it was remembered as having been presented,' altering the specific
content of the inference.oto produce the opposite of whist was 'actually
presented. The latter errors produced coherence with the vitiating,----
information, and subjects were not able t.o.differentiate these errors
from correct responses. In Experiment Two, the results of gxperiment
One were replicated, and a "spontaneous correctio" interpretation
was .rejected. The results 'of both experiments combine to support the
hypothesis of superficial processing and unstable representation of
,explicit inferences. The results- provide a.link between processes
occurring at comprehension and recall in the State of Schema model of
accommodative reconstruction..(Agthor)
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Processing of Inferences

( 3

Language is characterized by.considerable semantic predictability.

ExpLicttly presented information may be logically or probabilisticalle

'pried by earlier parts of a- discourse. How is.tuch information processed

and,stored? The view typically espoused in discourse processing and rep'

resentation theoriet is that all pr'esented Ynformation, including inferences

receives sufficient processing to be encoded in long-term memory (e.g.,

Anderson & Bower, 1973; kredericksen, 1975; Kintsch, 1974; Meyer, 1974).

,For example, Kintsch assiimes"that subjects prOeess and store [an inference]

whether or notipt is presented explicitly" (p. 154). This view will be

referred to as the "storage df presented inferences" (SPI) hypothesis,

An alternative hypothesis is that predictable information, however

central to a discourse, is taken for granted, processgd only superficially

and receives an attenuated cognitive representation or no enduring repre-

sgntation at.all. This view will be refel4ed to as the"superfiicial processing

of presented inferences" (SPPI) hypothesis. It is important.to determine

which of these hypothes'es is correct for several reasons. Obviously, the

issue is basic for any discourse processing or representation model. Addi-

tionalty, the SPPI hypothesisls a crucial link in a theory )f accommodative

reconstruct-ton procetses in memory for 4iscourse (Spiro, 1977).-
.

(Note)) found ampervasive tendency for subjects to produce

redictable meaning-changing distortions and importations in-text recall

under certain conditions. In general, when subsequently encountered in-
.,

formation contradicted continuation expectations derived from a target

story, the ttory frequently was reconstructed in such a way as to eecolic le

or cohei.e with the continuation information. This process of inferring

3



A

4.

. ,

Processing of Inferences

4

, .

the past based on the present was termed ?ccommodative reconstruction.

After a long retention inteval-, subjects tatnded to be more confident that

their accommodative'recall error's had actually been inclyded in the story

than they were confident about" the accurate aspects of their recall. Why

should such gross errors occur and then be assigned such high confidence?

Part of the answer surely invOlves their function in producing coherence.

#

Still; it is somewhat surprising that subjects should be so sure they read

information that bore not even a distant inferential relationship to what,,
rt

they actually did regd.

Spiro (1977) suggested that the basis for such an effect may be in

. the %Noy inferentially related information, 'is treated at the time of compre-

hension. If the SW( hypothesis is correct, individuals should 'know (at

least tacitly) that considerable,amounts of predictable or der.ivable,infor-

i

mation they ?lave encountered -will not be available in.memory. In that case,

recall would typically involve-der-Vying/a lot of missing information. Ac-

cordingly, it would not be surprising Ihat-subj&ts faced with memories 'that

lack coherence would assume that.missing reconciling information was pesented

. but only,superficially processed at comprehension. The infbrmation could

then be derived at.reca'll wi0" high confidence. Hence the capacity for
A

4
restructuring the past based on the present.

The present experiments were designed to test the SPPI hypothesis.

Stories were presented which contained information A, B, and C.such that

B was strongly implied by A except in the presence of C. For example,'
A

the A, B., and C elgments, in one story'qabout a demonstration by a karate
4'
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[
'lead to a decision that the memory for.B must be mistaken (a kind-of output

4:ham ion) could beparaphrased as follows:

A: Thekarate champion hit the block
I. r

B: The block broke

.1(

.4*
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C: He had had a flight with his wife earlier. It was impairing

..

his concentration. He doqsnit perform as.well when he can't

concetrate.

C is either presented prior to A and B (C-Before), after A and B (C-After),

/ or not at all (No-011e When,C-is not included in the story, if SPPI is correct,

the B element would .be takers for/granted, prOcessed only superficially.; and

..not stably represented. It wobild be derivable if needed. However, if C is

present after A and .13, memory for B sho'uld he impaired 'since B was not stored

and C will .block its derivation from A at the time of test. On the other
.

hand, if C occurs-in thetext prior to A and B, then B is not strongly im-

plied by A: B cannot be taken for granted with the assumPtiOn that it can be

generated later if needed. Here B should be stably represented and memory

for B should not be impaired.
,

However; if. SPI is correct, memory_for B should not bI affected by

'whether C 15 before or after A and B, since B is stored whether it is implied

by A (c-After) or not implied by A (C-Before). Two objections to this argu-

ment can be made. The information might L.e stored, but eemembering C might

interference). However, C is present whether it occursbefore or after A

' and B, so such an explanation would not acc9unt for differential effecpS of '

C-placement. The other poSsibility is that B is represented'in C-After, but
.

-

1:

1
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the representation Is altered or corrected when the C information is encoun-

iered. This possibility will be investaged in ExkrimenrII.

In the first experiment, the following predictiOns of the SPPI .hypothesis

were tested. More errors in response to questions about the presented im-

plied informatiOn (B) should be'made...in the C-After than in tie C-Before

conditions. Errors cansbe erroneous judgments that nothing about the im-

plied information was Oesented, called B; Mention errors (e.g., the -story did

'not mention whethar the block was'broken), or, when the subject believes t hat

something about B was mentioned, remembering incorrectly what was specifically

said in the direction of conforming with the C information, called B-Incorrect
4

errors (e.g., it said in the story that the block did not break when he hit

sit). Confidence in errors of the latter 1*ind will also be analyzed. If

subjects are as confident about these errors as they are about their accurate

AW

responses, it would be even more difficult to mairkta4fi the hypothesis that

the implied'information was represented.

In the No-C condition, B-Mention.errors may occur since B would, not be

represented according to the SPPI hypothesis. TPI more important predidtibn

..

regarding the No-C condition is that 814ricorrect errors should not occur more
t I. .

often than in the C-Before condition. Otherwise, the differencetween
. . . .

, s

C-Before and,C-After might besattributable to heightened accuracy due to

greatersalience of the implied information in theformer condition rather

c'sthan greater iiiaccuracy due to a failure to store the implied information in

the latter Conirkion'..

-4-
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Experiment I

#

- Subjects. Twenty students in an introductory educational psychology

class at the University of Illinois served as subjects. Participation in the

4
experiment'partiallr fulfilled a course requiremiirt5

,

Materials.. A 24 page boOklet entitled, "What Became of the Old Class'

mates?" was constructed: The story featured eleven character vignettes of

approximately 250 words each. 'Three of the ,vignettes were used as unanalyzed

buffers, one at the beginning of the book and two at 4e end. Also, there was

an, introductory page whit} said the.vignettes would describe events involving

several old classmates who had gone their individual ways and were now being

observed several years after graduation. The other eight vignettes contained

the'targef information for the study. -Each vigbette contained information,

A and B, such that A pragmatically implied B. The vignettes also contained

information, C.,.which lessened the extent to which B was
t

implied by A (see

the karate champion example presented earlier). In one condition, C was pre-
. _-

-sented after A and B (C-After condition). In another, C was presented be-
.

, fore A and B (C-Before condition). Each vignettewas presented on two pages

with C always on a separate page from A and_ B. - In a third condition, there.

was no C information ,(4o-C condition). Booklets were constructed,im such
-, .

a way that there were two random or=derings of the eight experimental 'pas-

sages.

A test booklet was constricted which contained 7 questions for each of

thevighettes. The order of the sets of queWons in the booklets was the

same as the order of-the vignettes which'each subject received. The'set
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of questions for each vignette was-introduced by the, character's name and

a brief description (e0., "Steve: .the.opaSsage about the karatechampion").

The first question ineach set` asked whether any B information had been

mentioned (e.g.;,%!Did it say in the story whether or not the block broke

when he hit it?"). These will be referred to es B=Mentioh questions.

' Remember that B was always'mentioned: The second question had the following

form: "If you answered the last question 'no' do not answer this question.

. .

If you answered 'yes',Adid it say X in the story?" For the karate,champion

example, X was,"The block djd not break." The questions'were phrased so that

"yes" and "no" resporises were correct equally often. The subjects answered

and rated the certainty of their response on a six-point scale. Errors on

the second question will be called B-Incorrect respoRses.--e next two

questions had the same fqrmat as the two just described. These dealt with

some other arbitrarily chosen information given in the vignette. The fifth

and sixth questions. called for subjects to make a Judgment about the char-
1

acter's popularity and academic, success in high school. These questions were

intended to help mask tie true intentions 0 the experiment. The seventh

question elicited recall of the C inforMation '(e.g., "What was Steve's prob-

lem the day of the demonstration?").

Procedure

SUbjects were randomly assigned to conditions and were run in groups of

four or less.. There were four subjects in the C-Before and C-After\conditions

and eight subjects in the No-C condition, The same investigator tested all

subjects. An instruction sheet yas passed out, and subjects were told to

I

A



C

r

.

Processing of Inferences ,

(
1I \ i

\

read it silently while the invdtigator read it aloud td.them. The 4pstruc-

tions were as follows:

1',

...

. You will read a story. 'Following the completion of the-story, you will

. 4-.

be asked some questions about its One kind of question you "will ta--asked
a

will involve your personal reactions to the characters in thilllery as

they are described in various vignettes.

A ci-uci401 Apect of this study is that we are interested only
7 o

in yiNir first reactions, rather than your reactions after you've

ti

taken time 410 think about what you've read. Accordingly, we will ask

that you read as quickly as possible and that Once you turn a page'

neVer look back at the preceding pages. However, be sure to

understand all that l'ou read, or you will be unable to answer some

of the questions. Redd. and understand. Simply do it as quickly as is

reasonable.

Also, one again, to ensure rapid progress and to ensure. that

your first reactions aren't re-evalulted, never turn back to pre-
*,

viousfy completed pages!

Subjects were allowed nine minutes to read the story. To ensure tat subjects

had sufficient time to complete,the target passages, subjects were instructed

to circle the last word read when tine was called. All subjects finished
t

. the target passages. The question booklet was then distrAuted and the ex-
.-

perimenter worked through with them the first set of questions (which .dealt

with a buffer passage ) Subjects-were instructed to work through the ques-

t

..

tions in order, to answer every question, and not to change any answers
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after they were written. They were allowed sufficient time to complete.fthe

.

questions.

Results

There were no significant effects involving list order. Accordingly,

all analyses,are collapsed across.listss.

Two kinds of errors could be made: saying B was not mentioned (B-Men-

tion errors) and saying Bwas mentioned but responding with the incorrect
4

specifics (B-Incorrect error's). Combining both types of errors, signif-

icanfly more errors were made in the C-After than in the C-Before condition,
A

t(18) = '2.37, P < .015 (means and standard deviations are presented in

Table 1.).

Insert Table 1 about here

In (this and all other analyses where significalit differences are reporter

the trends were in the same direction for each of the eight passages. Group -

differences accounted for 23.7% of the variance., More B-Mention errors were

made in yfter than in C-Before (see Table 1), but the difference was non-

significant. Although the incidence of B-Mention errors in the No-C con-

ditiSn was not of particular interest, the high proportion of such errors

provided an indication thartiakimplied information was not dirictlx stored.

IA the most important analysis, the conditional probability of a B.:Incorrect

error given that B-Mention was correT was signifigaptly higher for C-After

than C- Before or No-C, F(2,25) 4.4t, p < .025. The probability *if thls

type of error was significantly higher (la < .05 in each NewmanAkeuls
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comparison) forit=After than for the other two conditions, which did not .

differfrOm each other,. Group differences accounted for 26.4% of the .

variance.

B-Incorrect errors for C-After indicate that the predictable informa-

tion is superficially processed andnot stably represented.-The questio4

remains whether these errors are guesses. or the result of'a natural and
.

undeteCtable accommodative process.of reconstruction of the past'based on.

incomplete memorial data (Spiro, Note 1,, 1977). 'If subjects are able to

qetect their errors, as indicated by their confidence rati69s, the guri.ng

jnterpretation would _be supported. If not, that would suggest the operation

of accommodative reconstruction. siOn the filler questions unrelated to 'the

- experimental manipulation, subjecti were ableto detect theer errors. For

subjects who made the equivalent of B-Incorrect errors
de

on the fillers, con-

fidence was significantly higher= for correct 'responses = 5.19; SD = .823)

than for incorrect responses (M = 4'.49; SD = .990 t(16)' = < .615.

_However, for the B information in the C-Afterocondition, confidence . when

/ I
correct IM 5.37; SD = .586); did not dPffer significantly from confidence

t
in B-tncorrect errors (M = 5.06; SD 7 1j2), t(7) < 1. For, the eight C=After

subjects who made B-Incorrect errors, four hadhigher_mean confidence when

B was correct, three had higher mearvonfidence when li'was incorrect, and,

there was one tie. For these eight subjects, only one was,better able to

detect their B-Incorrect errors than their on 4be filler questions, as,

'iridiated by comparison ofaverage confidence when correct minus confidence

when incorrect for th'e two kinds of questions (k < .04 in a one-tailed sign

1 I.

_sr- I

0
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A
,

tcst4-. Ct9nfLdentl'ianalyses support the accommodativereconstrUction

,/ . A

-interpk-etatikinof.13-criorrect errors wiero the gtressin6 .i.nterpretat ion. '.
, . .

-; tk ",e k
31h-- '

Finally, mete were no differencei4Wng the groups.' in Tombined. error
.

frequency an the filler items, F < 1 (means of 2.6, 2.7, and 2:5 fqi-.the

t,

C-After, C- Before, and No-C condsiflor(s, resplectively).
4

Discussion

The results support the hypothesis that pragmatic inferenes presented

e

fn text are superfltially processed and do not receive a stable and enduring

representation in Ilmory. In the C-After condition, subjects tended either
.

to report that the,In rence was not pisented 4n the text or that the op-
.

4

positii..of the inference was presented'. it is difficult to retain the notion
.

,that inferences arp deeply procevedandstably encoded when the C-Afttr

manipulation can, produce errorslike remembering the, block was not broken
.

.

when the karate champtbn hit 4t. The results canrtot be attributed to inter"-
'

ference'produced by the inference-vitiating C infoimation at output., 1ince
.

/
, 1

s.

the ,C- Before subjects mould also be subject to such ihterference. Neither

4 can the 'results be attributed todifferentill availability of C at output,

perhaps due to primacy/'recency effects related to the position of C in the

text, since the information was almost always recalled. AI'so, unimportance' ..

4
.

of the-B information is not a viable alternative Since B tendedl.to be-central

4,
to the story (e.g., in a story about a karate champidn's performance, informa-

0
f t

tidn about hiA success in the demonstration is cetaj.n1.1 Lmportant). lf, one
.11

..
..

were to argue that Bemis les structurally because it is predictable,
...

.

,
.

.
.,

that .is a novel tonception.i6f importance. This Issue witl be addressed in
.

the General Discussion.

1.:

I
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'4 Sine interpretation that remains as a viable alternative is that sub-
. .

. . .

jects do deeply process and stably encode the presented inferences, but

"correct" their representation whgn the iriference-vitiating information

is presented. The second experiment tested this hypothesrs,
r

i Experimen
0 ,

If subjects are 'storing B.and t recting'ritat the

time C ,is prtsented, errors on B should odrurin the C fter conditIofi

matter how soon the test is administered after reading. However, if the

SPPI-hypothesis is correct, WiliO!delay intervals are brief enough some surface

memoir:), for -the superficially processedll information may remain, reducing

the number of B errors. 'AcCOrdingly,:in this experiment
;

subjects were tested

either immediately after readinghach story (Interspersed Questionsindition)

or,-es in Experiment I, after the entire set of stories had been read (Ques-
...0) . . 0,

yons-Aftergonditioh). Agaih, the C-Before and C.-After manipulations were

employed...
, *

.

Method
I

401

.Twenty-fOor subjects from'the same subject pool' and participtinal,for
e.

I ,- , .

the same inducement's as in Experiment l were randemiy assigned toone of

'thApeight between-subject cells determined by factorial combknation of the

two levels of,C-pjacement, the iwo"Flyels of question ptOement, 4,04 two
, , ,

..
.

list orders. to the Interspersed Q.uestions condition, subjects received
%

ti .., ,p
...

- a.single bOOklet in which.each story was followed,by the tett on that story.A

In the Questions-After condition, subjects read the..4tories in one -booklet
. :

and then went.on to the test in a separate booklet. In all other details,.

4.
the method was the tame as in Experiment I.

13
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Results arid Discussion

Once asp-in, no.effects involVing list order were found and the analyses

were collapsed across that. factor. ,Two-way .(C-After and C-Before X Quest,ions-

After and hiterspersed'Questions) between-subjcctsonalyses.of variance were

carried out with combined frequency of errors (B- Mention plus B-Incorrect),

freq4 uency of B-Mention errors, and th,conditional probability of B-Incorrect

errors given-a correct B-Mention response as dependent.variables.
0

In the total error analysisiall effects were significant. More errors

were made in C-After than C-Before, F(1,20) = < .001 (means and

standard deviations all the-dependent variables are found in Table 2),

More errors were made in the Questions After than- in the Interspersed

Insert Table 2 about here

.44

Questions conditions, F(1,20) = 5.91, < .025. Most important, the interr
.

.

action was significant, F(1,20) = 4.67, 2. < .05.' Looking atesimple effects,.

significantly more errors were made in the C-After than the C-Before con-'

ditions only in the Questions-After condition (y1,20) = 17.67, 2,.< .001

for Questions-After; F.(1,21) = 1.31, .2 5 .25 for Interspersed Questions).

Also, signifJcantly more errors were made in the Questions-After than in

the Interspersed Questions condition for C-After subjects but not'for C-Before

subjects (F f1,20 = < .005 for C-After; F < 1 for C-Before). These

results clearly militate against the corrected representations hypothesis.

.1)
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;

With frequency of B-Mentiori errors as the dependentviriable, the

C- Position effect was.signifitant and the other two effects were marginally

significant (see Table 2). More errOr;'Were'me in the C-After'than ij

the C-Beforg conditions, F(1,20)' = 13.19, p < .005.. In Experiment I, fhlo

same trend occurred but.the difference was not statisticaHy significant.

MOre errors tended to be made in the, Questions- that in the. Interspersed",

Questions condition, F(1,20) = 3.57, p < .075. The interaction also approa0ed

. 'J
significance F(1;20) =.3.57, p < .075. Simple effects analyses indicated more

errors in the C.-After, than in the C.- Before conditions only in the Questions-

. . _. ..,

A.4er condition' (F(1,20) = 15.2,-, p < .001 for QueStpns After; F(1,20)
. -

4.52,,, p > .10 for Intersperie& Questions). More error's were made with QUes-
4 .

tions-After than with Inierspersed Questions only for the C-After condition

(F(1,20) = 7.13, p < .025 for C-After;'F < I C-Before).

/-

Finally, all effects were significant with the conditional probability

of a B- Incorrect error given a correct B-Mention response as the dependent

variable (see Table 2). An.unWeighted_means analysis was used because the

conditional probability was undefined (denominator equal to-zero)for one

subject in the C-After/Questions-After condition. B-Incorrect errors were

more likely to be made in the C-After than in the C-Before conditions,

F(1,19) = 5.04, p < :04,.and in the. Questions-After than in the Interspersed

Questions conditions, F(1,19) = 6.26, 2.,<.025. The interaction Was again

significant,t(1,19) = 4.65, R < .05. The results of the simple effects

analyses ppralreled those withthe other two dependent 'variables. Errors

were more likely in the C-After than in the C-Before conditions only ih the
.4.,

15
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Questions-After condftron (Ft1,19):=9.24, p_ < .01 for Questions After;

fo

F'< 1 for Interspersed Questions). Errors were more likely with Questions-_

After-01bn' with ntepspersed Quetions only for the C-After condition

otir(19) . 10.62 -p_ < .005 ,for 'C-After; F x 1 for C-Before). Again, the

results strduly conflib!t with the predictio'ns of the immediately-corrected-
,

representation hypothesis. 4

i
ill't .

The results 6f Eperiment II replidated those of Experiment I. Further-

. .

more, thvy demonstrate that the C-After effect is not due to changing a stored
.

.

representation Othe B inforAet ion (the explicit inference).

..'

. 1
General Discussion

,... 4
A N

%
._

The present experiments dembnstrated that .inferences'presented in text

are superficially processed and tend to have very unstable representations

in sema9tic memory, if they are represented at all. Variods alternative

ohyp9theses were discredited. Such a conclusion is troublesome for many

current structural approaches to discoure comprehension and memory (e.g,

46'

,

Meyer: 19756)."Alligemantio information presented in text, including explicit
_

°

, (as well as some implicit) inferences, is supposed to receive an inter al

t
representation: Tine present experiments create doubts about such claims.

It might' be arb.ued that the*inferences in the present experimeA (the B in-
.,

formation) lacked structural importance; i.e., they were low i the hierar-
1

.

chical text representations,ithereby explaining the poor memory performance.

Such an argumene,accounts for omissions better than it does the prevalence of

/(--
rememberipq the tpposite ofwhat was presented. Furthermore, such an ergu-

.

,ment seems to re onceptuaVize structural importance. In conAntiona
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conceptualizations,..the B information in the present experiments should have
I

. the iamelocation in atext hierarchy hether._ theC information comes before

or after; the stories contain the same content in both conditions.

more, the B information tended to be central., Rather, it might be argued

Further-

,that predictable information is less "import in the sense that one need

not p.ay as much attention/to it. This sense of importance, accounts for he

present-data...but extant dikourse structure theories de not iirovide for

iMportance variations on such a dimensiOn. Clearly,'such theories provide

no baelks for pfgditting the diffsrentialjnemory for iMptied information found

in the present study.
41-

The present experiments further our understanding)of the processes in-
,

volved in accommodative reconstruction (discussed in the inoduction).

Spiro (197'7) proposed a heuristic model, the State of SChema (SOmodel,

to account for,the processes involved in accommodative reconstruction. One

Of the questiOns addressed by the SOS model was how subjects could be so sure,

they had read what they had. not read. The answer proposed was that much of

what read is predictable: When predictable information isencountered.,

r
it is taken for granted- and passed'bver. If needed Tater, kt could be'ddill'ed

kom whativAlother Information made it predictable.IPPerhaps some kind of.-

fast-fading "left-to-be2derived" marker is attached tai informaiion that-'wduld

be the basis for generating theNsuperficially,processed predictable information.

'4644,

In any case subjects would;know (at leNt tacit 1 ) that memory tends to be

incomplete, withderivable information missing. n readily retrieved

for tion at recall is insufficient to produce a coherent view of-the past,

CO4

44.0
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the assumption is made that the lack, of coherence is attributable.to'the

absence of superficially prpcessed derivable information. That information

would then be generated, even .though it may never have been presented. The

crucial assupption in this account, i.e., predictable information is super-

. fically proCessed and not stably represented in memory, has been validated

in the present experiments. Briefly digressing, it,reniains for further in-

vestoigation to determine whbthelf the sensitivity to opportunities for super-

ficial processing, a kind of-"semantic au tomaticity," may be a prerequisite

of skilled reading absent in .less able readers.

. -

Finally, ihe,present experiments provided further evidence for acco

dative reconstrattion itself. When subsequent information retroactively

affected.tht coherencetof-previously comprehended information, elvors in

,reall .in the direction of enhanting coherence werrl. evident. The accom
Wr- ,'

.

dAion was sometimes active, as in remembering (with high confidence)

.

opposite of whet occurred (e.g., the block did not break), and was so etimes

passive, as in'saying nothiqg was mentioned (e.g., about whether the lock i

broke).
. I' , '

.

,

I

1.

, , .
i

...----

I

A

r-

I 'a

,:>
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TaOle 1 \*

Error FreqUencras a Function of Condition

'

an4-"Error Type in,Exper:iment I

-a

B-Mendon'plUs-

B-Incorrect B-Mention

Probability of

B-,Incorrect given x

.correct on B-..Mentpp

'3.8 (1.32) 2.6 (1.43) .21 (.15)

2.2 (1.62) 1.9 (1.52) .08 (.1A)

3.1 (1.25) 2.8 (1.25) .o6 10)

Note: Standard 4eviations are gien in parentheses.- The maximum possible

error frequency is 8.

2'
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Table '2

Error Frequency as a Function of C-Position,
L

Question- Placement, and Error Type in Experiment fI

B-Mention plus

B-Incorrea 8- Mention

Probability of

B-Incor'rect given

correct on §-Mention

Question After

C-After 5.3 (2.58) 4.5 (2.26) .39 (.379)

C-Before 1.7 j1.03) 1.3 -(11:03) .05,(.074).

Interspersed 1-

Questions

C-After 2.5 (1.05) 2.3 (1.03) .03 (.068)

C-Before 1.5 (0.55) 1.3 (0.82) .02 (.0V6'

Note: Standard deviations are given in parenthesbs. The maximum possible

error frequency is 8.

2 '



I

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF RIAD.ING

- READING. ERUCAT1ON REPORTS

!
No. 1: Durkin, D. Comprehension Instruction--Where Are You?, October 1977.

. i

it No. 2: Asher, S. R. Sex Differences in Reading Achievement, October 1977.

;

.

No. -3: Adams, M., Anderson, R. C.', Durkin, D. Beginning Reading:. Theor
and Practice, October 1977.



NTE.R. FOR THE STUDY OF RtAtf.lNG

..TECHNICAL REPOkT.

4 Available only throUgh ERIC

*No.. 1:r0Halff, H. M. Graphical Evaluation of Hierarchical Clustering. Schemes,
October 1975. TERIC DocumQtReproduction Service No. ED 134 926,
llp., HC-$1.67, AE-$.83),.

,

*No. 2: Spiro, R. 4. Inferential Reconstruction in Memory. for Connected Discourse,
October 19/5. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 136 187,
81p., HC-$4.67, MF-$.83)

*No. '3: Goetz, E. T. Sentences in Lisa and in Connected Discourse,'November 1975.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. E 134 927, 75p., HC-$3.50,

ME-$.83),

*No. Alessi, S: M., Anderson, T. H., & Bidd e, W. B. Hardware and Software
Considerations in Computer Based Course Management, November 1975.
(ERIC Document.Reproduction 'Service No. ED 134 928, 21p., HC-$1.67,
MF-$.83)

*No. 5: Schallert, D. L. Improving Memord for Prose: The Relationship Between.
Depth of Processing and Context, November 1975. (ERIC Document

Reproduction Service No. ED 134 929, 37p% HC-$2.06, MF-$.83)

.*No. 6: Anderson, R. C.,,Goeiz, E. T., Pichert, J. W., & Halff, H. M. Two Faces

of the Conceptual Peg Hypothesis, January 1976. (ERIC,Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 134 930, 29p.,`HC-$2.06, MF-$.83)

*No. 7: Ortony, A. Names, Descriptions, and Pragmatics, February'1976. (ERIC

Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 93142'5p., HC-$1.67,
MF-$.83)

*No. 8: Mason, J..M. . Questioning the Notion of Independent Processing Stages
in Reading, FebrUary 1976 (Journal of Educational Psychology,
,1977, 69, 288-297)

*No. 9: Siegel, M. A. Teacher Behaviors and Curriculum Packages: Implications
for Research and Teacher-Education, April 1976. (ERIC Document
Reproduction Service No. ED 134 932, 42p., HC-$2.06, MF-$.83)

*No. 10:. Anderson, R, C., Pichert, J. W., Goetz, E.'T., Schallert, D. L., Stevens,
K. V., & Trollip,S. R. Instantiation of General Terms, March 1976.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 933, 30p., HC-$2:06,
MF-$.83)

*No. 11: Armbrtster, B. B. Learning Principles from Prose: A.Cognitive Approach

Based on Scilema Theory, July 1976. (ERIC Document Reproduction

Service No. ED 134 934, 48p., MC-$2,06, MF-$.83) ,

*No. 12: Anderson, R. G Reynolds, R. E., Schallert, D. L., & Goetz, E. T.
Frameworks for Comzrehending:-Discourse, July 1976. _(ERIC Document
Reproduction.Service No. EO.134 935: 33p., HC-$2.06, MF-$.83)

2



$ -

No. 13r Rubin, A. O., Bruce, B. C. & isrown, J. S. A Process-Oriented Langua e
for Describinj Aspects of Reading.Compehension, Noyember 1976.
TE(L1C Document-Reproduction Service 'No. ED 136 188,'41p., HC-$2.06,
MF-$.83)

4
.

, .
. 1

. '
,

4
.

.

No. 14:. Pichert, J. W., & Ander)son, R: C. Taking_Different Perspectives on a
Story, November 11976.- (ERIC-Document Reproduction SAvice No.
ED 134 936, 30p., HC-$2.06, MF-$.83)

.
. .

No. 16: SchWartz, R. M. .Strategic Processes in Beginning Reading, November 1976.

(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 937, 19p., HC-$1.67,
MF-$.83) .

.
.

1

No. 16: Jenkins, J: R., & Pany, D. Curriculum/Biases in Reading Achievement
Tests, November. 1976. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service N0:
ED 134 938, 24p., HC-$1.67, MF-$.83)

NoN,17:- Asher, S. R., Hymel, Winfield, A. Children's Comprehension of
High- and Low-Interest Material and a Comparison of-Two Cloze
Scoring Methods; November 1976:' (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service go. ED 134. 939, 32p., HC-$2.06,-MF-$.83)

No. 18: Brown, A. L., Smiley, S. S.,,Day, J. D., Townsend, M. A. R.,.& Lawton,
S.'C. Intrusionof a-Thematic Idea in Children's- .Comprehension
and Retention of Stories, December 1976." (ERIC Document Reproduc-

tion Service No. 5p 136189; 39p., HC-42.06. MF-$.83)

No. 11: Kleiman, G. M. The Prelinguistic Cognitive Basis of Children's communj-
cative Intentions, February 1977. -{ERIC Document ReproduCtion

Service No. ED 134 940, 51p., HC-$3:50, MF-$.83)

No. 20: !Cie-Ivan, G. M. The Effect of Previous Context on Reading Individual
Words, February 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.'
ED 134 941, 76R., HC-$4.67, MF-$.83)

No. 21 :i Kane, J. H.,-& Anderson, R..C.',Depth.of Processing and Interference
Effects in the Learning and Remembering of Sentenoes, February 1977.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 942, 29p., HC-$2.06,
MF-$.83)

No, 22: Brown, A. L., & Campione, C. Memory Strategies in Learning:

. Training Children to Study Strategically, March.1977. (.ERIC

Document Reproduction Service No. ED 136 234, 54p., HC-$3.50,
Mr-$.83)

,

No. 23: Smiley, S. S. Oakley, D. D., Worthen, D. Campione, J. C., & Brown,

br'

A. L. Recall of Thematically Relevant Material by Adolescent
Good and Poor Readers as a Function of Written Versus Oral Prte-

sentation,', March 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. '

ED 136 235,"23p., HC-$1.67, MF-$.83) 1

No. 24: AndersOn, R. C., Spiro, R. J., & Anderson, M. C. Schemata as Scaffolding,'

for the Re resentation of Information in Connected Discourse,
March 1977. ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.,ED 136 236,'

18p., HC-$1.67, MF-$.83) .'

,

.

.,
.

7

i I

'1
F

/ A

9:-



4

No. 25: Pany, D., & ienkins, J.'R. -Learning Word Meanings: ACompariSon of
. .

Instructional Procedures and Effects on- Measures' of Reading
Comprehension with Learning-Disabled Students, March 197:
(ERIC podiment Reproduction Service No. ED136 237,. 34 p.,--

. ,
HC-$2.06, MF -r$.83) '.

.
.

= %
, .._ - 4-,.

No. 26: Armbruster,
,

B, B., 'Stevens, R. 'J., & Rosenshine, B. Analyzing Content ',

Coverage and Emphasis: .A Study of'Three-Curricula and Twb'Tests,
March 1977.' (ERIC Docupent Reproduction Service No. ED 136 238,
22 p., HC-$1.67,'MF-$.8t) .

, ,1

No. 27:- Ortony, A., Reynolds, R. E. & Arter, J. A. MetaphorTheoretical-and:
)

'Empirical. *search, March 1977. (ERIC-Document:Reproduction
Service No. ED 137;752,_.63 p., HC- $3.50, MF4,83), , --

. . .

/No. 28: Orpony, A. Remembering and Understanding Jabberwocky and Smallcfalk,
March 1977. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 137 753,
36 p.; HC-4&06, MF4.83)

.
.

. , .

No. 29: Sthallert, D. L., Kleiman, .-G. M., &'Rubin, A. D. Analysis of Differences
n , 1977Between and Written Language April .

4

No. 31( Nash-Webber, B. Anaphora:. A Cross-Disciplinary Survey, April 1977.

No, 32: Adams, M. J., & Collins, A. A Schema-Theoretic View of Reading Compre-
hension,

`No: 33: Huggins,.A. W. F./ Syntactic Aspects of Reading-Comprehension, Aprir 1977.

No.-34: Bruce, a. C. Plans' and Social Actions, April-1977.

No. 36:' Nash-Webber, B., & Reiter, R. Anaphora and Logical Form: On Formal,

Meaning Representations for Natural Language, April 1977.

No. 37: Adams, M. J. Failures to Comprehend,gand Levels of Processing in Reading,
April 1977.

4. ,
AI

No. 38: Woods, W. A. Multiple Theory FiOmation in-ni4h-Level'Perception,
April 1977.

,No. 40: Collins, A., Brown, J. S., & Larkin, K. M. Inference in Text Under-
. standing, December 1977.

4

NO. 41: Anderson, R4 C., & Pichert, J. W. Recall of Previously Unrecelable
Information Following a Shift in Perspective; April 1977.

..4'o. 42: Mason, J. M., Oborn, J..H., & Rbsenshine,,B. V. Q-Consideration of .

Skill Hierarchy approaches to the Teaching of Reading, December 1977.

NO. 43: Collins, A., Brown, A. L., Morgan, J. L.; & Brewer, W,-F. The Analysis ,

of Readipg-Tasks and Texts, April 1977.
'.,

. No. 44: McClure, E. Aspects of Code - Switching in the Discourse of Bilingual'
-Mexican-American thildren, April 1977.



ft

-

No.'45: , Schwartz, R. M." Relation of Context Utilization and Orthographic .

Automaticity in Word Identification, May 1977.

Anderson, R. C., Stevens, K. Shifrin, Z., & Morn, J. fnstantia-

tion of Word Meanings in'thildren, May 1977.

Wo. 47: Brown', A. L. Knowing When,'Where, and How to Remember: A Problem of

Metacognition, June 1977.

No. 48: mown, & DeLoache, J. S. Skillt, Plans, and Self- Regulation',

July 1977.
.

No. 50: Anderson, R. O. Schema-Directed Pc-oCesses in Language Comprehension,

)uly.,1977. 3

, .
.

No;'51: Brown, A..t.* TheorieS of Memory. and tIe Problems-of Developmentf
.. -

Activity, Gro th, d Knqwledge, July 1977._

v .

No. 52: Morgan, J. L. Two Types of-Convention in Indirect.Speech Acts,
July 1977.

r

No. 53: Brown, A. L., Smiley,S. S., & Lawton, S, C. The Effects of Experience
on the Selection of Suitable Retrieval Cues for Studying from
Prose Passages, July 1977.

No. 54: Fleisher, L. S., & Jenkins, J. R. Effects-9f Contextualizedland
Decoftextualized Practice ConditAns on Word Recognition, -July ,1977.

14

No". 56: Anderson, T. H. Sfandiford, S. N., & Alessi, S.,M. Computer,Assisted'
Problem Solving iv an. Introductory Statistics. Course, August 19177. /01

No. 58: Mason, J. M. The Role of "Strategy in Reading it the Mentally Retaildvl,

<September 1177. ,
f- '41F-,

,

.,

No. 59: Mogen, J. M. 'Realing Readiness: A DeflRition andSkilliHiera chy
from Preschoolers" Developing Conceptjons.of Prineepa r 1977. e' 0,-

No. 60: Spiro, R. J., & Esposito, J. 'Superficial Processing of Explicit
. Inferences in Text,' December-1977.

tV

No. 65: Brewer, W. F. Memory for tht Pragmatic of Sentences,'
.. October 1977. . "

, .

No. 66', Brown," A. L., & -Sm.iley, S. ! The Development of Strategies for

Studying Prose Passages,'October.1977.

--

4k No. 78: litentner, D. On Relational Meaning: .The Acquisition of 1./erb,Meaning,

December 1977.

.- 21

10


